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Introduction 
The study of the creative industries is not much more than a decade old. What makes it 
fascinating is that it is dealing with a rapidly evolving process, where a good deal of 
Schumpeterian ‘creative destruction’ – of old industries, business models, and some familiar 
cultural and creative pursuits – can already be observed. What happens next – and who will 
be the winner – is hard to predict.  
Furthermore, the creative industries encompass both large-scale ‘industry’ (media, 
publishing, digital applications) and individual creative talent; both economic and cultural 
values, and both global reach and local context. Thus, the challenge is to integrate ‘top-down’ 
policy and planning with ‘bottom-up’ experimentation and innovation. There is always the 
promise that this new creative ecology will provide some novel answers to problems of 
wealth-creation for emergent economies, new solutions to problems of intellectual 
emancipation for individuals, and sustainable development for that most intense incubator of 
creative ideas, the city. 
At QUT in Australia we have been following – and shaping – the career of the creative 
industries for most of its lifespan. This paper is based on that work, and seeks to identify 
larger-scale dynamics, in order to show that the original model of the creative industries has 
already been transformed, especially following the roll-out of digital technologies and media. 
Thus, there are different conceptualisations of the creative industries in play. In the context of 
any endeavour to ‘construct a global world city,’ it will be important to understand what’s at 
stake in the different models, and to get the balance between them right. 
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 Briefing for presentation from the conference organisers: On behalf of Dr. ZHANG Shiyun, the director of 
Beijing Research Centre for Science of Science: The forum will explain the world city from these fields: 
Intellectual Capital, Creative Industry. The purposes of the workshop are: Integrating the results of Intellectual 
Capital (IC), Creative Industry (CI) around the world; exploring the energy of IC, CI in resolving the global 
financial crisis; and sharing research and application results of the world’s top experts in the field of intellectual 
capital and Creative Industry. Your presentation topic (30 minutes): "The creative industries as the driver of the 
society" or "Creative economy: a driver of growth, employment and innovation". It would be good if the 
following perspectives can be included in your presentation:  
• creative clusters, creative citizens and social network markets;  
• the use of digital media in creative industries;  
• consumer co-creation and creative industry development; and  
• the prospects of creative industry in China.  
Please kindly note that the theme of the whole conference is 'world city' and please construct your speech with 
that in mind.  
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Section 1. Creative clusters, creative citizens and social network markets  
It is possible to identify three phases or models of the creative industries that can be 
distinguished since the emergence of the term into policymaking and business strategy in the 
1990s.  
CI-1: Creative clusters (industry) – closed expert system  
• Industry definition (DCMS under Chris Smith),  
• ‘creative clusters’ of different ‘industry sectors’ – advertising, architecture, 
publishing, software, performing arts, media production, art, design, fashion etc. – 
that together produce creative works or outputs.  
• ‘Provider-led’ or supply-based definition.  
• The sector is reckoned to be anywhere between three and eight percent of advanced 
economies (UK, USA, Australia), also important to emergent economies (e.g. China, 
Indonesia, Brazil). 
• high-growth,  
• economic multiplier effect. 
CI-2:  Creative services (economy) – closed innovation system  
• Services definition (DCMS under Tessa Jowell),  
• ‘creative services’ – creative inputs by creative occupations and companies 
(professional designers, producers, performers and writers)  
• Creative services expand the creative industries by at least a third (CCI ‘creative 
trident’).  
• Creative input is high value-add,  
• Adds value to the economy as a whole, boosting the innovation of otherwise static 
sectors (e.g. manufacturing). 
CI-3: Creative citizens (culture) – open innovation network  
• Cultural definition 
• ‘creative citizens’ – population, workforce, consumers, users, and entrepreneurs, 
artists  
• User-led or demand-side definition  
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• The energies of everyone in the system can be harnessed, adding the value of entire 
social networks and the individual agency of whole populations to the growth of 
knowledge 
• Domain of experimentation and adaptation, where individual agency may have 
network effects. 
Clusters 
The idea of creative clusters is strongly associated with the first of these phases (CI-1); 
possibly also with the second (CI-2) – but has much less salience to the third (CI-3). 
The term ‘clusters’ (creative or otherwise) derives from Michael Porter’s work on ‘industry 
clusters’ in the 1980s. When applied to creative industries (CI-1 + CI-2), it leads to ‘real 
estate’ policies. Creative Industries precincts were developed on the model of ‘science parks.’ 
Such clusters are producer-based; not usually organised around the cultural identity and 
experience of the consumer except via retail locations. They may co-locate firms with 
creative outputs; but does such clustering by itself stimulate further creativity?  
‘Capital’ bias. The initial ‘model’ of a creative industries location was London. Two 
questions arose: did the clustering of creative production in London add extra value to the 
sector (Oakley & Knell); and would it be possible to distribute creative industries non-
metropolitan centres all over the country?  
Meanwhile, Richard Florida became influential with his notion of the ‘creative class,’ who – 
he said – were attracted to a place because of the lifestyle experience it offered, resulting in 
the novel idea that firms would follow ‘core creatives’, not the other way round. In more 
recent work Florida has emphasised the importance of 40-odd ‘mega-regions’ globally (one 
of which is Beijing), where creativity is accelerated by: 
• highest velocity of ideas,  
• highest density of creative people,  
• highest ‘urban metabolism’ rate (Florida 2009).  
Thus, creative places may not be the ones with industry infrastructure, but the ones with a 
creative milieu (and cheap rents). Creative milieux may be more connected with consumption 
(novelty-bundling) than with production.  
In short a ‘creative city’ results from ‘clustering’ its inhabitants and visitors, not its plant. 
Citizens and social networks 
The ‘industry’ and ‘economy’ models of the creative industries (CI-1 + CI-2) were not much 
concerned with the idea of ‘creative citizens’ (CI-3). This notion seeks to take account of 
technological evolution and apply the lessons and potential of digital media to the field of the 
creative industries. The notion of ‘citizen-consumers’ seeks to capture the integration of 
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public and private activities in digital media, where the established functions of audience, 
public, consumer, citizen and producer intermingle in the ‘user;’ and where private 
(commercial) platforms such as Google or YouTube play a civic role in public deliberation.  
Once the internet had matured to the point where private citizens could use it to create and 
publish their own content, and at the same time to connect and interact with social networks 
(of both micro and macro scale), then the inherited assumptions about how to exploit 
creativity for economic gain no longer applied. 
In response, the CCI team developed a new definition of the creative industries as ‘social 
network markets,’ to capture the new reality of consumer co-created content, open source 
software, and the principle expressed by such writers as Clay Shirky (Here Comes 
Everybody) that for the first time, the creative expressions and relations of whole populations 
might be harnessed for economic growth and for the growth of knowledge. 
 
Section 2. The use of digital media in creative industries 
Creativity involves not just economic growth but the growth of knowledge; and that is 
stimulated by the evolution of knowledge technologies – a process that is as old as the 
species. Successive epochs demonstrate the correlation between knowledge technologies and 
types of economy:  
Type of  knowledge-  Type of 
technology  = economy     
Speech    =  Hunter-gather 
Writing/Maths   =  Agricultural 
Print    =  Industrial 
Electronic   = Information-based 
Digital    =  Creative 
 
Further, despite some ‘mass extinctions’ of specific writing systems (hieroglyphics; 
manuscripts), the sequential, cumulative growth of knowledge has been accelerating: 
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Not only is knowledge-growth accelerating, but also its social base is broadening, both among 
individual people and across developing and emergent economies. Thus, compared even to the recent 
‘information’ (ICT) epoch, the digital era (Web 2.0, especially since the internet was video-enabled 
around 2005), has shown rapid growth of productivity among countries, firms and users: 
• Convergence of telecoms/computers/broadcasting (from infrastructure to 
connectivity), 
• Content-creation and social network markets: From text (individual item – e.g. 
newspaper, movie) to traffic (number of users – e.g. YouTube). 
• Growth of users and consumer co-creators (Web 2.0). 
• ‘Everybody’ is a publisher (universal creative productivity). 
Technological invention and the creative industries 
The creative industries (CI-1) were initially modelled in the image of centrally controlled, 
often vertically integrated media industries – film, TV, publishing – which were among the 
first to be disrupted and transformed by the development of digital media and the internet, 
The growth of knowledge technologies and their relationship to types of 
economy 
      Type of economy: 
Type of knowledge technology:       
  Creative economy 
           Information economy 
            
 
 
 
           Industrial economy 
 
            Agricultural economy 
           Hunter-gatherer 
 
            
This power-law curve (long tail) models the growth of knowledge via technologies of speech, writing, print, 
broadcast media, and the internet. The list of ‘types of economy’ on the right suggests that the evolution of 
each new knowledge technology coincides with economic epochs. 
Speech up to 150000 years 
Writing/Maths 
3100 BCE 
 
     
Print 1450 
Broadcast  1895 
Internet  1969 
Time  Knowledge 
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especially as computing power began to extend into the domain of consumer-created content 
(OECD 2007).  
Thus, the driver of the ‘creative industries’ is transformed, from ‘arts and media’ to digital 
networks.  
• New creative platforms (digital; transmedia), 
• Moore’s Law – rate of invention and change: Rapid growth of infrastructure, 
connectivity, content. 
• Internet a privately-owned public medium, but connectivity and content a function of 
the purposes of users not corporations. 
• The most important ‘invention’ of the internet is the user. 
Transferring the emphasis from (IP-protected) creative industries to (open-system) social 
networks requires a shift from the protection of existing business models based on 
professional expertise and strong IP regimes (Andrew Keen), towards an understanding of 
creativity as a property of complex systems, socially-networked relations, and the interaction 
of cultural and economic activities.  
Social network markets 
• Choices determined by the choices of others; 
– choice is externalist or system-based, produced by and in relationships, 
– reason is the outcome of (collective) choices in a system of relations, not an 
input (open source, Creative Commons, crowd-sourcing, cloud computing). 
• Choices are status-based (on the model of the fashion system); 
– Choice under novelty (no information). 
• Economy of attention/signalling. 
Learning is the most important element of creativity missing from the standard ‘creative 
industries’ model. In this context, ‘the growth of knowledge’ extends beyond professional 
specialisation and the division of labour, to include learning among myriad users. This kind 
of learning is informal, distributed, peer-to-peer, just-in-time and imitative, often based on 
entertainment formats in addition to the formal education system, which has been slow to 
promote universal digital literacy for content creation.   
It follows that education – broadly conceived and informal as well as formal – is the missing 
link between CI-1 + CI-2 and CI-3. A prerequisite for further economic growth is the growth 
of creative productivity among users – digital literacy, ‘entrepreneurial consumers’ and social 
network markets.  
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A side-product of education for ‘creative quarters’ in cities like London or San Francisco is 
that such districts are associated with large numbers of students and universities in the 
neighbourhood, stimulating ‘early adopter’ consumers, start-up enterprises, and a population 
interested in experimentation, events, happenings and novelty. 
Such concentrated creativity in urban places models the ‘creative industries’ as a ‘social 
technology’ that operates to enable the growth of knowledge among whole populations. 
Consumers = producers : ‘DIY’ (Do It Yourself) and ‘DIWO’ (Do It With Others) culture.  
• Socially networked ‘consumers’ are now the focus of the productivity of the system. 
• Innovations originate among users, not only within firms. 
• People like to build and share meaningful relations, not ‘consume content.’ 
• Self-organising and unmanaged networks (emphasis on learning from others). 
• Problems of creative labour (precarity; unpaid work; ownership of creative content). 
Thus, even as the idea of the creative industries spread around the world, gaining a foothold 
in planning in both advanced and emergent economies, it was increasingly clear that 
economic policy based on ‘industry clusters’ was at odds with the drivers of creativity among 
the wider population.  
With broadly distributed digital creativity, the extent and rate of experimentation and 
adaptation is increased for the entire economic-cultural system; as is the potential for 
distributing solutions that can rapidly scale up from ‘garage’ start-ups to global applications 
(e.g. iTunes app-store). 
 
Section 3. Consumer co-creation and creative industry development  
What if ‘global’ means ‘population-wide,’ not just ‘geographically dispersed’?  
• From artistic, economic, political and intellectual elites to ‘everybody’. 
How to think about creativity at the level of the species: 
• not just as the preserve of the talented artistic few; 
• not just as a psychological aptitude; 
• but as the generative edge of system-wide social, economic and cultural innovation? 
Such questions imply a policy designed to bring the whole population forward, promoting 
social inclusion as well as wealth creation. 
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Dynamics of change 
• Interdisciplinary advances in the study of cultural change: 
– evolutionary theory, and its discontents, from Veblen and Schumpeter to 
evolutionary economics; neuroscience and evolutionary psychology (and its 
critique); evolutionary approaches to language, technology (Arthur), narrative 
(Boyd), art (Dutton) etc.   
– complexity theory (Barabasi, Santa Fe, Ormerod), computer science and 
cultural-creative change. 
– historical research and the digital humanities. 
• New synthesis of arts/science approaches and methods, and reformulated politics of 
scholarship, in the study of creativity as part of a population-wide open dynamic 
system. 
Requires three-level response: 
1. Individual agency (micro): this remains, but is understood as (a) externalist (linked 
brains) and (b) systemic (agency only occurs within systems and is therefore patterned 
systemically). The best ‘actually existing’ example of individual agency within a 
technological system is the internet. 
2. Intermediation and enterprise (institution/organisation) (meso): firms and 
expertise also remain, as do scaled-up forms of coordination, but these are not the 
only drivers of creativity, which can come from the margins (Leadbeater), or from 
relations between systems (‘the trickster’/entrepreneur) . 
3. System or network (macro): A model is required of how creativity, culture, and the 
economy intersect: CCI is working on this using evolutionary/complexity/systems 
theory. 
Reformulation – Creativity as Emergence 
Need to identify learning as fundamental to innovation: digital literacy, social network 
markets, the generation of ‘the New’ and Novelty Bundling Markets (Potts 2010).  
 
Section 4. The prospects of creative industry in China.  
Different models of culture; not just phases of CI. Thus, the shift from one phase of the 
creative industries to the next is not simply a matter of growth, nor is it inevitable. In fact, the 
third phase, CI-3 (culture), relies on a very different model of creativity compared with the 
first. In the CI-1 and CI-2 (industry/economy) phases, creativity is confined to its economic 
dimension, referring to intellectual property that can be commercially exploited. The value of 
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creativity is confined to experts whose output belongs to the firm that exploits it as IP. But in 
the CI-3 (cultural) phase, creativity is an attribute of all the agents in the system, extending 
the social base and distribution of the production of novelty, experimentation, adaptation and 
interactivity. CI-3 models creativity as the process of emergence for an innovation system, 
and extends the reach of that process to a wide and self-organising social base.  
Therefore, to consider creativity from the perspective of ‘the growth of knowledge’ in ‘world 
cities’ will inevitably lead to different policy settings compared with one that sees the 
‘creative industries’ as a growth sector of the economy. 
 Creativity: Attention shifts from the producer, or supply end of the value chain, to the 
relations among myriad networked agents who may be both producers and consumers, 
and to the interactions among social networks – especially those using digital 
technologies. Thus, the focus of policy shifts from ‘expert systems’ to ‘user 
productivity.’ Social networks themselves become productive  (cloud computing, 
crowd-sourcing, wikis). 
 Urban planning: Attention shifts from real estate – creative clusters and parks – to 
human resources, patterns of usage, and the question of how micro-level individual 
pathways and uses of the city scale up to ‘macro’ level organisational forms and 
activities. Policy focus shifts from planned and controlled sites to evolving and ‘scale-
free’ networks (‘urban emergence’; Mathieu Helie).2 
 Economics: Attention shifts from the enforcement and exploitation of intellectual 
property to the emergence of novelty. Policy focus shifts from ‘industry’ to 
innovation. 
There remains a tension between producer-based urban development and consumer-based 
digital literacy: between intellectual property and intellectual capital – if you understand the 
latter to be the ‘human resources’ of a country or city. 
In terms of physical infrastructure, it will be important to focus not on production plant but 
on relationship formation, shifting attention from real-estate solutions to ‘novelty bundling 
markets’ (Potts  2010), including scenes, festivals, and venues that allow the integration of 
cultural and economic approaches to creativity, the mixture of individual creative 
productivity with large-scale or ‘bundled’ creative enterprise, and a rich interaction between 
‘productive consumers’ and creative enterprise. 
 
 
 
                                                          
2
 . See: http://emergenturbanism.com/urban-complexity-in-the-practice-of-urbanism/ 
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CULTURE   PLACE   ECONOMY  
Consumption   Mediation  Production  
Demand    Platform  Supply  
Scene/  City   Industry 
Festival  Quarter   Cluster  
Novelty bundling  Urban connections Institutions and firms
   
“SOCIAL   ... NETWORK  ... MARKETS” 
 
Intellectual capital Community context Intellectual property 
Identity   Knowledge   Growth  
Play   Mix/Move  Work 
Creative culture  Creative city   Creative industries 
 
Constructing a ‘Global World City’ requires that all three columns of attributes (above) are 
nurtured: Culture for ‘emergence’; place for ‘mixing’; and economy for coordinating. 
The ultimate aim must be to integrate – or at least to broker the tensions among – all three 
‘models’ of the creative industries: CI-1 (top-down industry production); CI-2 (b2b service 
economy) and CI-3 (bottom-up cultural productivity).  
What this means in practice is: 
• Combination of content (IP) and networked relationships, e.g. not just the IP-
protected song or album but also the ‘assemblage’ of concert or festival, where 
participation is itself productive for both performers and audiences.  
• Integration of expert and amateur; commercial and ‘gift’ economies. Turn-taking or 
dialogic approach to development of ideas – e.g. games industry; YouTube. 
• Focus on emergence – experimentation and learning, not pre-planned structure. 
• Spaces where ‘play’ intersects with ‘work’; and both are globally connected. 
• Networked relations are themselves productive of new ideas, new values: networks 
are not simply pipelines for shifting goods, but part of the creative system. 
• Innovation and growth are based on emergence, experimentation and adaptation, not 
planning and control. 
Examples of such cities: New York (Currid); London; Berlin; Vienna ... Beijing?   
